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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . This Office action is in response to applicant's paper filed 10/22/2005 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4-17, 19-30 and 32-41 as amended are still in consideration for this 
application. Applicant has amended claims 1, 4, 14, 15, 16, 29, and 32. Applicant has canceled 
claims 3, 18, and 31. 

3. Examiner withdraws the anticipated rejections to Kenner and Ehrman and 
corresponding obviousness rejections since applicant amended the claims to include previously 
allowed subject matter. However, based on the newly cited reference US0059241 16A supplied 
in the IDS, the examiner notes that the previously allowed limitation would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art based on the information found in the cited reference. As a result, see new 
rejection below. Although the rejection could have been made final, the examiner has made the 
current Office action non-final based on applicant's previous amendment. 

The examiner also notes US006105029A cited in the IDS as a relevant primary reference. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 16, 17, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,502,125 Bl to Kenner et al. ^Kenner") in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,924,1 16 A to Aggarwal et al ^AggarwaF). 
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As such to claim 1, see e.g., figure 1 of Kenner where sending a search request to 
determine which nodes in a network have content for a requesting node is the request for 
delivery sites sent from the user terminal 12 to the MSP 32. The network in figure 1 has 
a plurality of nodes, e.g., MSP 32 and delivery sites 26, 28, and 30. Receiving a response 
to said search request from each of one or more response nodes having said content is the 
response sent back from the MSP containing the delivery site information in the delivery 
site file, see e.g., column 8, lines 25-39. Determining from said response which of said 
responding nodes are a desired set of nodes to download said content from is taught when 
the configuration utility 34 makes a determining of which delivery sites 26, 28, and 30 to 
use. Downloading said content from said desired set of nodes and storing said 
downloaded content onto said requesting node is taught when the user 12 receives the 
information from the delivery sites 26, 28, and 30, see e.g., column 14, lines 5-8. 

Kenner is silent or deficient to the further limitation of having a plurality of nodes 
arranged in the form of a virtual tree for passing control information. 

Aggarwal teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., column 5, line 27 - 
column 6, line 60 with respect to passing caching information down the hierarchy using 
PICS. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Kenner by clarifying that the nodes are 
further arranged in a virtual tree. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
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for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to select a 
server based on a hierarchy. In particular, Aggarwal cures the above-cited deficiency by 
providing a motivation found at e.g., column 3, line 65 - column 4, line 5. 

As to claim 2, in Kenner, the file is downloaded from a distribution site where the 
file comprises blocks as is known in the art. 

As to claim 4, see the above rejection for claim 1 with respect to Aggarwal. In 
particular, Aggarwal teaches the above limitation at e.g., column 5, line 27 - column 6, 
line 60 with respect to passing caching information down the hierarchy using PICS. 
Examiner notes the same motivation for making the proposed modification as mentioned 
in the rejection for the parent claim. 

As to claims 5-6, the PICS protocol is a bitmap protocol, see e.g., Aggarwal 
column 6, line 61 - column 7, line 7. Examiner notes the same motivation for making the 
proposed modification as mentioned in the rejection for the parent claim. 

As to claim 7, see e.g., figure 2 in view of figure 1 for Kenner which teaches 
sending a search request via the MSP 32which is in-turn sent indirectly to the delivery 
sites. The reference is met in combination since the delivery sites are arranged in a 
virtual tree as taught by Aggarwal. 

As to claim 8, Aggarwal teaches moving down the hierarchy with respect to 
finding information. Examiner notes the same motivation for making the proposed 
modification as mentioned in the rejection for the parent claim. 

As to claim 16, see similar rejection to claim 1. 

As to claim 17, see similar rejection to claim 2. 
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As to claim 19, see similar rejection to claim 4. 

As to claim 20, see similar rejection to claim 5. 

As to claim 21, see similar rejection to claim 6. 

As to claim 22, see similar rejection to claim 7. 

As to claim 23, see similar rejection to claim 8. 
6. Claims 1, 2, 4-17, 19-30, and 32-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Pub 2002/00404479 Al to Ehrman et al Q c Ehrman") 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,924,1 16 A to Aggarwal et al. ("AggarwaF'). 

As such to claim 1, see e.g., figure 1 of Ehrman where sending a search request to 
determine which nodes in a network have content for a requesting node is the request for 
content sent from the receiving peer 12 to the streaming content manager 14. The 
network in figure 1 has a plurality of nodes, e.g., receiving content manger 14 and 
supplying peers 10. Receiving a response to said search request from each of one or 
more response nodes having said content is the response sent back from the authorized 
suppliers, see e.g., page 2, paragraph 0023. Determining from said response which of 
said responding nodes are a desired set of nodes to download said content from is taught 
since if congestion occurs another supplying peer 10 can be selected, see e.g., page 2, 
paragraph 0036. Downloading said content from said desired set of nodes and storing 
said downloaded content onto said requesting node is taught when the receiving peer 12 
receives the information from the supplying peers 10, see e.g., column 14, lines 5-8. 

Ehrman is silent or deficient to the further limitation of having a plurality of 
nodes arranged in the form of a virtual tree for passing control information. 
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Aggarwal teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., column 5, line 27 - 
column 6 3 line 60 with respect to passing caching information down the hierarchy using 
PICS. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Ehrman by clarifying that the nodes are 
further arranged in a virtual tree. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to select a 
server based on a hierarchy. In particular, Aggarwal cures the above-cited deficiency by 
providing a motivation found at e.g., column 3, line 65 - column 4, line 5. 

As to claim 2, Ehrman teaches that the stream content manager is responsible for 
splitting up a stream, see e.g., figures 2a and 2b. 

As to claim 4, see the above rejection for claim 1 with respect to Aggarwal. In 
particular, Aggarwal teaches the above limitation at e.g., column 5, line 27 - column 6, 
line 60 with respect to passing caching information down the hierarchy using PICS. 
Examiner notes the same motivation for making the proposed modification as mentioned 
in the rejection for the parent claim. 

As to claims 5-6, the PICS protocol is a bitmap protocol, see e.g., Aggarwal 
column 6, line 61 - column 7, line 7. Examiner notes the same motivation for making the 
proposed modification as mentioned in the rejection for the parent claim. 
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As to claim 7, Ehrman teaches the requesting node sending a notification to the 
supplying peers, see e.g., figure 1 where the supplying peers are arranged in a virtual tree 
as taught in combination by Aggarwal. 

As to claim 8, Aggarwal teaches moving down the hierarchy with respect to 
finding information. Examiner notes the same motivation for making the proposed 
modification as mentioned in the rejection for the parent claim. 

As to claim 9, Ehrman teaches that performance characteristics could be the 
additional information supplied with each stream, see e.g., paragraph 0028 on page 2. 

As to claim 10, Ehrman teaches that overlapping content servers are taught as 
redundant supplying peers, see e.g., page 2, paragraph 0036. 

As to claims 11 and 13, Ehrman teaches that if a stream chuck is not received in 
time then latency is perceived in the network and adjustments are made based on the 
detected network congestion, see e.g., paragraph 0028 on page 2. 

As to claim 12, Ehrman teaches that since the streams are sent using different 
supplying peers, the streams are sent in parallel. 

As to claim 14, see similar rejection to claim 1 . In addition, Ehrman teaches that 
a threshold level of latency is based on whether the block is received or not. If the block 
is not received in time then another supplying peer is selected thus meeting the additional 
claim limitation. In addition, further performance characteristics could be the additional 
information supplied with each stream, see e.g., paragraph 0028 on page 2 of Ehrman. 
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As to claim 15, see similar rejection to claim 14. In addition, Ehrman teaches 
that since the streams are sent using different supplying peers, the streams are sent in 
parallel. 
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is the streaming content manager 14 and the requesting node is the receiving peer 12. 
As to claim 30, see similar rejection to claim 2. 
As to claim 32, see similar rejection to claim 4. 
As to claim 33, see similar rejection to claim 5. 
As to claim 34, see similar rejection to claim 6. 
As to claim 35, see similar rejection to claim 7. 
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As to claim 36, see similar rejection to claim 8. 
As to claim 37, see similar rejection to claim 9. 
As to claim 38, see similar rejection to claim 10. 
As to claim 39, see similar rejection to claim 1 1 . 
As to claim 40, see similar rejection to claim 12. 
As to claim 41, see similar rejection to claim 13. 

Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (571) 272-3123. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3139. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 




